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Per the rules of the appeal process, the applicant is to cite the langu~ge or text
from the Notification of Commitment Adjustment letter that is the sutjiect of the
appeal.,

"During the course ofa review it was determined that the tech1010gy plan for
this entity was not approved at the time ofsubmission ofthe F~rm 486."

At the time of the original site visit to Trotwood Preparatory and Fitnei's Academy
by Bearing Point I provided documentation that our Technology Plan as
approved in early 2004. In the course of your investigation, the Ohio tate E-Rate
Coordinator was contacted by Cynthia Beach, SLD Washington, to cI rify the
Technology Plan approval process for Ohio and the approval date for ITrotwood
Academy. Attached documentation (see attachment 1) from the Ohio~-Rate
Coordinator to Ms Beech at SLD, sent May 24, 2006, verifies that our echnology
Plan was in fact approved by the eTech Ohio Commission (then Ohio choolNet
Commission) the state approving authority, on April 14, 2004. Unforttlnately,
COMAD letters were sent before all relevant information was received and
reviewed. The Technology Plan was in fact approved prior to the submission of
the Form 486 for Funding Years 2004 and 2005. I

,

This school has a Free & Reduced Lunch Count of over 78%. Unreasopabledenial
of funds already received for services rendered would be a tremendou~ hardship
for our small low-wealth community school. The evidence shows that t~e COMAD
decision to deny funding for Funding Year 2004 and 2005 is clearly in error.

!

We ask your consideration in the reversal of this decision and the resto~ationof
funds for periods when our Technology Plan was approved, beginning April 14,
2004.

Sincerely,

Myrrha Pammer-Satow
Superintendent & CEO

Joanne Neal
E-Rate Coordinator
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Administrator's Decision 00 Appeal- Funding Year 2005-*006
!

November 21,2006

Myrrha Pammer-Satow
Edvantages. Inc.
3100 Shiloh Springs Road
Trotwood. OH 45426

Re: Applicant Name:

Billed Entity Number:
Fonn 471 Application Number:
Funding Request Number(s):
Your Correspondence Dated:

TROTWOOD PREP AND FITNESS
ACADEMY
233811
466681
1294103. 1297988
June 14. 2006

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts. the Schools lIljd Libraries
Division (SID) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USACllhas made its
decision in regard to your appeal ofUSAC's Funding Year 2005 Commitm,nt
Adjustment Letter for the Application Number indicated above. This letter ~xplains the
basis of USAC's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60 day time pe10d for
appealing this decision to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC).! If your
Letter of Appeal included more than one Application Number. please note tJ1at you will
receive a separate letter for each application.

Funding Request Number(s):
Decision on Appeal:
Explanation:

1294103. 1297988
Deoied

• After a thorough review of the appeal and all relevant supporting documentation.
it was detemtined that a site-visit was perfomted on February 28. 2006. After
reviewing the audit support documentation it was determined that the Technology
Plan's BUdget and Evaluation phases were not completed at the time of the site­
visit. According to the official audit report. loanne Neal provided a printout from
the Ohio School Net Commission (OSC) website. which she stated at the time of
the audit that this document serves as the Technology Plan Approval Letter
(TPAL) for the Trotwood Prep and Fitness Academy (TPFA) for Funding Year
Seven (2004-2005). It was determined that the provided printout appears to track
the completion status of the TPFA's Technology Plan as each phase is completed
and shows that the budget and evaluation phases of the Technology Plan were not

Box 125 - Comspondence Unit. 80 Sooth lefferson Road. Whippany. New lersey 07981
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properly completed. During the site-visit, Ms. Neal had stated tha~ the budget and
evaluation sections of the TPAL had "minor issues" that the TPFA needed to fix.
such as "filling in budget figures." It was determined that the TPAL printout does
not appear to reference the funding years that it covers or the lengtft of time it is in
effect, but Ms. Neal stated that it covers the same funding years as1the
Technology Plan, which were FundingYeaxs 200"3-2005. Ms, Neh state~ \hat
she contacted the OSC to provide an updated version oEthe TPAL!and would fax
it to the Outreach project office as soon as possible. It is noted thaf TPFA
provided the Technology Plan approval certification on March 9. ~006. On
appeal it was determined that the Technology Plan approval certifil:ation
submitted on March 9. 2006 will be accepted. However, since TPJi'A did not have
an approved Technology Plan prior to the start of service on Septe~ber I, 2005
(per Form: 486. Application Number: 312302) which was filed on ~ptember28.
2005 for FRN 1297988. or July 1.2005 (per Form: 486, Applicati~ Number:
303836) which was filed on July 20.2005 for FRN 1294103, USA\:: has correctly
rescinded the commitment in fuJI and will continue to seek recover)- of any
incorrectly disbursed funds.

During the course of the appeal review it was determined that the tclchnology plan
for this entity was not approved at the time of submission of the Fonn 486.
Program rules require applicants to obtain approval of technology Plans by parties
qualified to approve technology plans. prior to submitting the Form1486, for
services other than basic telecommunications service. Since this is pot a request
for basic telecommunications service, the technology plan needed tq be approved
prior to submitting the Form 486 or the start of services, whichever ",as earlier.
Consequently, your appeal is denied in full.

If your appeal has been approved, but funding has been reduced or denied, you may
appeal these decisions to either USAC or the FCC. For appeals that have b¢en denied in
full. partially approved. dismissed, or canceled, you may file an appeal withl the FCC.
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to lhe FCC.
Your appeal must be received or postmarked within 60 days of the date on this letter.
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service. send to: FCC, Office of the
Secretary, 445 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554. Further information and options
for filing an appeal directly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Procedure"
posted in the Reference Area of the SLD section of the USAC website or by contacting
the Client Service Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing
options.

We thank you for your continued support. patience and cooperation during the appeal
process.

Schools and Librari~ Division
Universal Service Administrative Company

cc: Joanne Neal

Box lIS - Correspondence Unit, 80 Sou(h Jefferson Road. Whippany, New Jersey 07981
Visit us online at: www.sI.universaJsetVice.org
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Administrator's Decision OD Appeal- Funding Year 200S.~OO6

November 21,2006

Myrrha Pammer-Satow
Edvantages, Inc.
3100 Shiloh Springs Road
Trotwood, OH 45426

Re: Applicant Name:

Billed Entity Number:
Form 471 Application Number:
Funding Request Number(s):
Your Correspondence Dated:

TROTWOOD PREP AND FITNllSS
ACADEMY
233811
466699 ,
1283249, 1283266, 1283284, 128j292
June 14,2006 '

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schonls ~d Libraries
Division (SID) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAq has made its
decision in regard to your appeal of USAC's Funding Year 2005 Commitmlmt
Adjustment Leller for the Application Number indicated above. This letterlexplains the
basis of USAC's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60 day time ~iod for
appealing this decision to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), If your
Letter of Appeal included more than one Application Number, please note !/tat you will
receive a separate leiter for each application.

Funding Request Number(s):
Decision on Appeal:
Explanation:

1283249,1283266.1283284.1283292
Denied

, .

• After a thorough review of the appeal and all relevant supporting documentation,
it was determined that a site-visit was performed on February 28. 2006. After
reviewing the audit support documentation it was determined that the Technology
Plan's Budget and Evaluation phases were not completed at the time of the site­
visit. According to the official audit report, Joanne Neal provided a printout from
the Ohio School Net Commission (OSC) website. which she stated at the time of
the audit that this document serves as the Technology Plan ApprOVal Letter
(TPAL) for the Trotwood Prep and Fitness Academy (TPFA) for Funding Year
Seven (2004-2005). It was determined that the provided printout appears to track
the completion status of the TPFA's Technology Plan as each phase is completed
and shows that the budget and evaluation phases of the Technology Plan were not

Box 125 - Correspondence Unit, 80 Soulb Jefferson Road. Whippany. New Jersey 07981
Visil us online al: www.s/.unlversalserVice.org
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properly completed. During the site-visit. Ms. Neal had stated thaI the budget and
evaluation sections of the TPAL had "minor issues" that the TPFA! needed to fix.
such as "filling in budget figures." It was determined that the TP~ printout does
not appear to reference the funding years that it covers or the leng~ of time it is in
effect, butMs. Neal. stated iliat \t caVels ilie same ~\l1\d\ng years as the
Technology Plan. which were Funding Years 2003-2005. Ms. Ne¥ stated that
she contacted the OSC to provide an updated version of the IPAL land would fax
it to the Outreach project office as soon as possible. It is noted thal: IPFA
provided the Technology Plan approval certification on March 9. ~006. On
appeal it was determined that the Technology Plan approval certifif;ation
submitted on March 9. 2006 will be accepted. However, since TPfA did not have
an approved Technology Plan prior to the start of service on Febru~15. 2006
(per Fonn: 486, Application Number: 335054) which was filed on March 7, 2006.
USAC has correctly rescinded the commitment in full and will con~inue to seek
recovery of any incorrectly disbursed funds. .

During the course of the appeal review it was determined that the t~ology plan
for this entity was not approved at the time of submission of the Form 486.
Program rules require applicants to obtain approval of technology plans by parties
qualified to approve technology plans. prior to submitting the F0rn1486, for
services other than basic telecommunications service. Since this is~ot a request
for basic telecommunications service, the technology plan needed tl> be approved
prior to submitting the Form 486 or the start of services. whicheveriwas earlier.
Consequently. YOllr appeal is denied in full.

If your appeal has been approved. but funding has been reduced or denied. you may
appeal these decisions to either USAC or the FCC. For appeals that have ~en denied in
full. partially approved. dismissed. or canceled. you may file an appeal witlt the FCC.
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to ,the FCC.
Your appeal must be received or postmarked within 60 days of the date on~·is letter.
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your a peal. If you
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service. send to: FCC. . ffice of the
Secretary. 445 12th Street SW. Washington. DC 20554. Further information and options
for filing an appeal directly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Procedure"
posted in the Reference Area of the SLD section of the USAC website or by contacting
the Client Service Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing
options.

We thank you for your continued support. patience and cooperation during the appeal
process.

Schools and Libraries Division
Universal Service Administrative Company

cc: loanne Neal

30", 125 - Correspondence Vnil. 80 South Jefferson Road. Whippany, New Jersey 07981
Visll us online at: www.sl.universalservice.org
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Administrator's Decision on Appeal- Funding Year 2004- 005

November 21,2006

Myrrha Parnmer-Satow
Edvantages, Inc.
3100 Shiloh Springs Road
Trotwood, OH 45426

Re: Applicant Name:

Billed Entity Number:
Form 471 Application Number:
Funding Request Number(s):
Your Correspondence Dated:

II

TROTWOOD PREP AND FITNJSS
ACADEMY 1
233811
419208
1167842
June 14,2006

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schools d Libraries
Division (SlD) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC has made its
decision in regard to your appeal of USAC's Funding Year 2004 Commitm nt
Adjustment Letter for the Application Number indicated above. This letter explains the
basis ofUSAC's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60 day time iad for
appealing this decision to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) If your
Letter of Appeal included more than one Application Number, please note at you will
receive a separate letter for each application.

Funding Request Number(s):
Decision on Appeal:
Explanation:

1167842
Denied

• After a thorough review of the appeal and all relevant supporting dOl1Umentation,
it was determined that a site-visit was performed on February 28, 20dJ6. After
reviewing the audit support documentation it was determined that thl! Technology
Plan's Budget and Evaluation phases were not completed at the time of the site­
visit. According to the official audit report, Joanne Neal provided a l1Irintout from
the Ohio School Net Commission (OSC) website, which she stated at the time of
the audit that this document serves as the Technology Plan Approval ~tter
(TPAL) for the Trotwood Prep and Fitness Academy (TPFA) for Funping Year
Seven (2004-2005). It was determined that the provided printout appears to track
the completion status of the TPFA's Technology Plan as each phase is completed
and shows that the budget and evaluation phases of the Technology Plan were not

Box J2S - COITespondence Unit. 80 Soulh Jefferson Road, Whippany, New Jersey 07981
Visit us online ac: www.sl.universalservlc••Ofg
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properly completed. During the site-visit, Ms. Neal had stated thai the budget and
evaluation sections of the TPAL had "minor issues" that the TPFA needed to fix,
such as "filling in budget figures." It was detennined that the TPAL printout does
not appear to reference the funding years that it covers or the len of time it is in
effect, but Ms. Neal stated that it covers the same funding years as the
Technology Plan, which wete ful\l\1n'i, y. eatl\ 2001-1005. M~. Ne staten that
she contacted the OSC to provide an updated version of the TPAL and would fax
it to the Outreach project office as soon as possible. It is noted th TPFA
provided the Technology Plan approval certificarion on March 9, 006. On
appeal it was determined that the Technology Plan approval certifi ation
submitted on March 9. 2006 will be accepted. However, since TP A did not have
an approved Technology Plan prior to the start of service on July 1 2004 (per
Form: 486, Application Number: 285623) which was filed on Dec ber 17. 2004.
USAC has correctly rescinded the commitment in full and will co inue to seek
recovery of any incorrectly disbursed funds.

During the course of the appeal review it was determined that the t ology plan
for this entity was not approved at the time of submission of the F 486.
Program rules require applicants to obtain approval of technology lans by parties
qualified to approve technology plans, prior to submitting the F 486. for
services other than basic telecommunications service. Since this is not a request
for basic telecommunications service. the technology plan needed t be approved
prior to submitting the Form 486 or the start of services. whichever was earlier.
Consequently. your appeal is denied in full.

If your appeal has been approved, but ftmding has been reduced or denied.
appeal these decisions to either USAC or the FCC. For appeals that have
full, partially approved, dismissed. or canceled. you may file an appeal wi the FCC.
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC.
Your appeal must be received or postmarked within 60 days of the date on his letter.
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your a peal. If you
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service. send to: FCC. flce of the
Secretary. 445 12th Street SW. Washington. DC 20554. Further information and options
for fliing an appeai directly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Pro¢edure"
posted in the Reference Area of the SLD section of the USAC website or by contacting
the Client Service Bureau. We strongly recotrUllend that you use the electronic filing
options.

We thank you for your continued support. patience and coopemtion during the appeal
process.

Schools and Libraries Division
Universal Service Administrative Company

Box 125 - Correspondence linit. 80 Soulh Jefferson Road. WhippiIIIY. New Jersey 07981
Visil us online at: www.sl.universslservfce.otg
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Univel'Sal Sel'"Vic:e Administl"ativ Company
Scn.oo\\ & Un aries DIvIsion

Administrator's Decision on Appeal- Funding Year 2003· 004

November 21,2006

Myrrha Pammer-Satow
Edvantages, Inc.
3100 Shiloh Springs Road
Trotwood, OH 45426

Re: Applicant Name:

Billed Entity Number:
Form 471 Application Number:
Funding Request Number(s):
Your Correspondence Dated:

TROTWOOD PREP AND FIT
ACADEMY
233811
370730
1011552, 1011570
June 14, 2006

SS

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schools d Libraries
Division (Sill) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC has made its
decision in regard to your appeal of USAC's Funding Year 2003 Commitm nt
Adjustment Letter for the Application Number indicated above, This lett explains the
basis of USAC's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60 day time '00 for
appealing this decision to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) If your
Letter of Appeal included more than one Application Number, please note at you will
receive a separate letter for each application.

Funding Reguest Number!s):
Decision on Appeal:
Explanation:

1011552, 1011570
Denied

• After a thorough review of the appeal and all relevant supporting do¢umentation,
it was determined that a site-visil was performed on February 28. 2006. After
reviewing the audit support documentation it was determined that tht Technology
Plan's Budget and Evaluation phases were not completed at the time of the site­
visit. According to the official audit report, Joanne Neal provided a printout from
the Ohio School Net Commission (OSC) website, which she stated a\ the time of
the audit that this document serves as the Technology Plan Approval Letter
(TPAL) for the Trotwood Prep and Fitness Academy (TPFA) for Funding Year
Seven (2004-2005). It was determined that the provided printout apPears to track
the completion status of the TPFA's Technology Plan as each phase is completed
and shows that the budget and evaluation phases of the Technology Plan were not

Box 125 - Correspondence Unit. SO South Jefferson Road. Whippany, New Jersey 079$ 1
Visit us online at: www.sl.tlJlwJrsalsefllice.org
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properly completed. During the site-visit, Ms. Neal had stated thatlthe budget and
evaluation sections of the TPAL had "minor issues" that the TPFA needed to fix,
such as "filling in budget figures." It was determined that the TPAL printout does
not appear to reference the funding years that it covers or the lengt~ of time tt i~ in
effect, but Ms. Neal stated that it covers the same funding years as the
Technology Plan. which were Funding Years 2003-2005. Ms. Ne staled that
she contacted the OSC to provide an updated version of the TPAt dwould fax'
it to the Outreach project office as soon as possible. It is noted tha TPFA
provided the Technology Plan approval certification on March 9, . On
appeal it was determined that the Technology Plan approval certifi¢ation
submitted on March 9, 2006 will be accepted. However, since TPM did not have
an approved Technology Plan prior to the start of service on Febru~y 15. 2006
(per Form: 486, Application Number: 335054) which was filed on ~arch 7. 2006
for Funding Year 2005, USAC has correctly rescinded the commit~ent in full and
will continue to seek recovery of any incorrectly disbursed funds. I

,

, i

During the course of the appeal review it was determined that the tnOIOgy plan
for this entity was not approved at the time of submission of the F 486.
Program rules require applicants to obtain approval of technology p ans by parties
qUalified to approve technology plans. prior to submitting the Form '1486, for
services other than basic telecommunications service. Since this is \lot a request
for basic telecommunications service, the technology plan needed to be approved
prior to submitting the Form 486 or the start of services, whichever ~as earlier.
Consequently, your appeal is denied in full.

If your appeal has been approved, but funding has been reduced or denied, you may
appeal these decisions to either USAC or the FCC. For appeals that have *n denied in
full, partially approved, dismissed, or canceled, you may file an appeal withl the FCC.
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to !:he FCC.
Your appeal must be received or postmarked within 60 days of the date on this letter.
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the
Secretary. 445 12th Street SW, Washington. DC 20554. Further information and options
for ftling an appeal directly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Procedure"
posted in the Reference Area of the SLD section of the USAC website or by contacting
the Client Service Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing
options.

We thank you for your continued support, patience and cooperation during the appeal
process.

Schools and Libraries Division
Universal Service Administrative Company

Box 125 - Correspondence Unil. 80 SOUlh Jefferson Road. Whippany. New Jersey 07981
Visit us online at: www.sI.univefSal3ervice.org



EXHIBIT 5

Farslow, Dan
Wednesda~, Ma~ 24, 2006 '3".30 PM
'cbeach@usac.org'
Kane, Scott
Ohio Tech Plan - Trotwood Prep and Fitness Academy

Trotwood Tech Plan Status. pdfAttachments:
Cindy,

Thank you for reaching out to the eTech Ohio Commission regarding the sta~'s of the
Technology Plan of Trotwood Preparatory and Fitness Academy, a Ohio co munity (public)
schooL As you are aware, Ohio public school applicants develop and compl te a Technology
Plan through the on-line eTech Ohio Commission "Technology Planning Tool" One benefit of an
on-line tool is that various steps in the process are posted and transparent to Ithose with access to
the data base. !

• From:
Senl:
10:
Cc:
Subject:

To provide some background, the original Technology Planning Tool (TPT) w~s developed
several years ago when our agency was named the Ohio SchoolNet commition. There have
been several iterations of the on-line TPT culminating in the present model, i entified as TPT
Version 3.0 which was formalized in April 2006. Ohio pUblic schools created echnology Plans
under Version 2.5 prior to spring of 2006. Versions 2.5 is now not available or-line but the data
are archived and available to authorized individuals. '

That V 2.5 database indicates that Trotwood Preparatory and Fitness Acade~y initiated their
2003-2006 Technology Plan in October of 2003 and completed it on Februaryl11, 2004.
(Attached is a PDF "screen shot" of the Ohio SchoolNet/eTech Ohio databas~page of the
"Status/Comment History Log" of Trotwood's Tech Planning history in the TP .J The History Log
indicates that Trotwood's Tech Plan status was changed to "Field Rep Revie Completed" on
April 14, 2004. The indication that the Tech Plan has its "Field Rep Review Cpmpleted" is the
indication that Ohio SchoolNet (at that time) Field Rep staff had completed th~ review of the Plan
and had approved the Technology Plan as finally written (there could have be~n several edits
before the review completion date.)

rrotwood Tech Plan
Status,pdf ..,

However, the TPT for Ohio process involves two more steps. For State of Ohio assurance that
the Treasurer and Superintendent of the entity providing a Technology Plan are aware of and
have reviewed their Tech Plan, both individuals are required to "sign off' on the Tech Plan
electronically before eTech Ohio (then Ohio SchoolNet) will/would actually issue a formal letter of
certification. It is my understanding that Treasurer/Superintendent sign-off is not a requirement of
the federal E-Rate program, so, for the purposes of E-Rate compliance, the date of completion of
the eTech Ohio (Ohio SchoolNet in this case) authorized Field Rep review would be the date of
approval. In the Trotwood case that date of review completion was April 14, 2004.

The 2006 dates appear on the record (I was told) as a result of a test which resulted in the data
being lost, being recovered and repopulated in the History log by out IT staff, most likely
generated by Trotwood trying to find their previous Technology Plan certification history (in
preparation for their site Visit) and being unable to do so in the changing V 3.0 format. The 2006
inclusion history is an inaccurate result and program artifact of eTech Ohio's IT staff repopulating
Trotwood's original data into the V 25 database.

In conclusion, I hope this long and cumbersome explanation provides a background of the



somewhat complicated and changing Technology Plan process for Ohio pulpiic schools and more
specifically provides detail on the history of the Trotwood Preparatory and F~ness Academ~

Technology Plan appro'la\ process W\'\\c\'\ culm\nated in a linal Ohio School et (eTech Ohio now)
approval through FIeld Rep revIew and on-Ime sign-off on Apri/14, 2004 e ech Ohio would be
happy to generate and provide a more formal "certification" document if req ,ired. I would look
forward to answering any further questions you might have.

Thanks again for reaching out to eTech Ohio.

Regards,

Dan Farslow

••*.*****.*****************•••

Daniel L. Farslow, PhD
E-oRate Support and Information
State E-Rate Coordinator
eTech Ohio Commission
2323 West Fifth Avenue, Ste 100
Columbus, OH 43204
Phone 614.728.1888
Fax 614.728.1899
dan.farslow@etech.ohio.gov

•


